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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This final action is in response to the Amendment filed on 5/10/06. Applicant's 
arguments have been fully considered but are now moot in view of the new grounds of 
rejections. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 8, 10, 15, 17, 22, 24, and 33-42 are considered for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 3, 8, 10, 15, 17, 33-34, 37-39, and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. In claims 1, 8 and 15, the newly added limitation, 
"hibernating the donor process in a sleep state while the allocated memory remains accessible to 
other processes" is not supported in the Specification on page 10, lines 20-26, like the Applicant 
states/ It is neither found anywhere else in the Specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
• manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 3, 8, 10, 15, 17, 22, 24, and 33-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Wagner (US 5,940,868) in view of Reneris et al. (hereinafter 
Reneris) (US 5,931,903). 

5. As to claim 1 , Wagner teaches a method for allocating memory to a process on a 
computer (memory allocation method and apparatus) (see Title), the method comprising: 

creating a plurality of processes (creating a multiplicity of processes) (col 1, lines 59-65), 
each process being allocated a respective amount of memory, the processes including one 
consumer process (request to access resource) (col 3, lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7) and a 
donor process (software routines) (col 1, lines 5-44, col 3, lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7); and 

pooling (aggregating) the allocated memory for the processes together for use by the 
consumer process (col 1, lines 59-67, claim 11). 

6. It is noted that the broadest reasonable interpretation of a consumer process is merely a 
process that requests to access a resource. The broadest reasonable interpretation of a donor 
process is merely a process that includes one or more software routines. The Applicant's 
Specification does not contradict this. 

7. Wagner fails to explicitly teach wherein the memory allocated to the donor process is 
accessible to other processes and hibernating the donor process in a sleep state while the 
allocated memory remains accessible to other processes. However, Reneris teaches transferring 
between processes through a device driver and having a hibernate working memory which serves 
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as allocated memory remaining accessible to other processes during hibernation (col. 9, lines 15- 
58). The references are combinable because Reneris discloses that its hibernate/awaken function 
would be operable on any computer capable of running an operating system (col. 2, lines 44-45). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine the memory allocation system of Wagner to the memory allocation system of Reneris 
because it allows for efficient processing (col. 2, lines 5-10 and 35-45, col. 9, lines 15-58). 

8. As to claim 3, Wagner teaches wherein the number of donor processes determined from 
the amount of allocated memory requested by the consumer process, each donor process 
donating allocated memory to the consumer process (col. 1 } lines 5-44, col 3, lines 40-51 and 
col 4, lines 1-7). 

9. As to claim 8, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . 

10. As to claim 10, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 

11. As to claim 15, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1. In 
addition, it is inherent that the computer system has a central processing unit (CPU). 



12. 



As to claim 17, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 
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13. As to claim 22, Wagner teaches an apparatus for allocating to a process in a computer 
(memory allocation method and apparatus) (see Title) comprising: 

means for, creating a plurality of processes, each process being allocated an amount of 
memory, the processing including one consumer process (request to access resource) (col 3, 
lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7) and donor process (software routines) (col 1, lines 5-44, col 3, 
lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7); and 

means for, pooling (aggregating) the memory of the processes together for use by 
consumer process (col 1, lines 59-67, claim 11). 

the means for pooling memory further including means for donating memory, further 
comprising: 

means for detecting a memory allocation by the donor process (col 1, lines 5-15); 
means for transferring accessibility of the allocated memory to the consumer process 
(with driver) (col 1, lines 5-15, col 5, lines 59-67, etc); 

14. It is noted that the broadest reasonable interpretation of a consumer process is merely a 
process that requests to access a resource. The broadest reasonable interpretation of a donor 
process is merely a process that includes one or more software routines. The Applicant's 
Specification does not contradict this. 

15. Wagner teaches that a processor assembly 20 performs the means for above with memory 
for the processes to be allocated to (col 3, lines 40-52, etc.). Wagner is silent on deallocating the 
memory by sending a release request to the donor process. However, Reneris teaches allocating 
memory with a query based memory manager as well as removing the allocation (deallocating) 
(col 10, lines 10-17, etc.). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to deallocate the memory allocation because it is no longer needed 
(col 10, lines 10-17, etc.). 

16. As to claim 24, Wagner teaches wherein the number of donor processes is determined 
from the amount of allocated memory requested by the consumer process, each donor process 
donating allocated memory to the consumer process (col 1, lines 5-44, col 3, lines 40-51 and 
col 4 f Jines 1-7). 

17. As to claims 33-35, Reneris teaches wherein the donor process transfers accessibilty of 
allocated memory to a driver (col 9, lines 59-67 through col 10, lines 1-10, etc.). 

18. As to claim 36, Wagner fails to explicitly teach wherein the donor process transfers 
accessibilty of allocated memory to a driver. However, Reneris teaches transferring between 
processes through a device driver and having a hibernate working memory which serves as 
allocated memory remaining accessible to other processes during hibernation (col 9, lines 15- 
58). The references are combinable because Reneris discloses that its hibernate/awaken function 
would be operable on any computer capable of running an operating system (col. 2, lines 44-45). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine the memory allocation system of Wagner to the memory allocation system of Reneris 
because it allows for efficient processing (col. 2, lines 5-10 and 35-45, col 9, lines 15-58). 
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19. As to claims 37-40, Wagner and Reneris is silent that the donor process sleeps after 
transferring ownership. However, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art for a 
process to sleep after it has transferred ownership and it is no longer needed because this would 
improve the efficiency of processing. 

20. As to claim 41 , Wagner teaches a method for allocating memory to a process on a 
computer, the method comprising: 

creating a plurality of processes (creating a multiplicity of processes) (col 1, lines 59-65), 
each process being allocated an amount of memory, the processes including one consumer 
process (request to access resource) (col 3, lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7) and a donor process 
(software routines) (col 1, lines 5-44, col 3, lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7) wherein memory 
allocated to the donor process is accessible to other processes; and 

pooling memory (aggregating) of the processes together for use by the consumer process, 
the number of donor processes determined from the amount of allocated memory requested by 
the consumer process, each donor process donating allocated memory to the consumer process 
(col 1, lines 59-67, claim 11), donating memory further comprising: 

detecting a memory allocation by the donor process (col l t lines 5-15); 

21 . Wagner is silent on receiving a register command from a memory manager and 
transferring ownership of the allocated memory to the memory manager in response to the 
register command. However, Reneris teaches transferring between processes through a device 
driver and having a hibernate working memory which serves as allocated memory remaining 
accessible to other processes during hibernation (col 9, lines 15-58), Reneris also teaches a 
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query/request based memory manager that performs the allocations/deallocations (col. 10, lines 
10-17). The references are combinable because Reneris discloses that its hibernate/awaken 
function would be operable on any computer capable of running an operating system (col 2, 
lines 44-45). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the memory allocation system of Wagner to the memory 
allocation system of Reneris because it allows for efficient processing (col. 2, lines 5-10 and 35- 
45, col 9, lines 15-58). 

22. As to claim 42, Wagner teaches wherein donating memory further comprises detecting a 
memory allocation by the donor process (col. 1, lines 5-15). Reneris teaches receiving a register 
command from a memory manager (col. 10, lines 10-18) and transferring ownership of the 
allocated memory to the memory manager in response to the register command, the donor 
process responsive to the memory manager for allocating and deallocating memory accessible to 
a consumer process (col 10, lines 10-18). 

23. Claims 1, 3, 8, 10, 15, 17, 22, 24, and 41 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wagner (US 5,940,868) in view of Allison et al. (hereinafter Allison) (US 
6,430,665 Bl). 

24. As to claim 1, Wagner teaches a method for allocating memory to a process on a 
computer (memory allocation method and apparatus) (see Title), the method comprising: 
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creating a plurality of processes (creating a multiplicity of processes) (col 1, lines 59-65), 
each process being allocated a respective amount of memory, the processes including one 
consumer process (request to access resource) (col. 3, lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7) and a 
donor process (software routines) (col 1, lines 5-44, col 3, lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7); and 

pooling (aggregating) the allocated memory for the processes together for use by the 
consumer process (col 1 } lines 59-67, claim 11), 

25. * It is noted that the broadest reasonable interpretation of a consumer process is merely a 
process that requests to access a resource. The broadest reasonable interpretation of a donor 
process is merely a process that includes one or more software routines. The Applicant's 
Specification does not contradict this. 

26. " Wagner fails to explicitly teach wherein the memory allocated to the donor process is 
accessible to other processes and hibernating the donor process in a sleep state while the 
allocated memory remains accessible to other processes. However, Allison teaches a system and 
method for allocating memory among processes in which during hibernation/sleep mode of a 
memory allocator process, access is allowed to previously allocated memory (see Fig. 4, items 
410 and 470, etc.). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the memory allocation system of Wagner to the memory 
allocation system of Allison because this provides for efficient allocation of memory and without 
requiring a large amount of processing time (col 2, lines 33-36). 

27. As to claim 3, Wagner teaches wherein the number of donor processes determined from 
the amount of allocated memory requested by the consumer process, each donor process 



Application/Control Number: 09/32 1 ,809 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2195 

donating allocated memory to the consumer process (col 1, lines 5-44, col 3, lines 40-51 and 
col 4, lines 1-7). 

28. As to claim 8, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1. 

29. As to claim 10, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 

30. As to claim 15, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1. In 
addition, it is inherent that the computer system has a central processing unit (CPU). 

31. - As to claim 1 7, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 

32. As to claim 22, Wagner teaches an apparatus for allocating to a process in a computer 
(memory allocation method and apparatus) (see Title) comprising: 

* means for, creating a plurality of processes, each process being allocated an amount of 
memory, the processing including one consumer process (request to access resource) (col 3, 
lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7) and donor process (software routines) (col 1 } lines 5-44, col 3 } 
lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7); and 

means for, pooling (aggregating) the memory of the processes together for use by 
consumer process (col 1, lines 59-67, claim 11). 

the means for pooling memory further including means for donating memory, further 
comprising: 
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means for detecting a memory allocation by the donor process (col. 1, lines 5-15); 
means for transferring accessibility of the allocated memory to the consumer process 
(with driver) (col. 1, lines 5-15, col. 5, lines 59-67, etc.); 

33. It is noted that the broadest reasonable interpretation of a consumer process is merely a 
process that requests to access a resource. The broadest reasonable interpretation of a donor 
process is merely a process that includes one or more software routines. The Applicant's 
Specification does not contradict this. 

34. Wagner teaches that a processor assembly 20 performs the means for above with memory 
for the processes to be allocated to (col. 3, lines 40-52, etc.). Wagner is silent on deallocating the 
memory by sending a release request to the donor process. However, Allison teaches a system 
and method for allocating memory among processes in which during hibernation/sleep mode of a 
memory allocator process, access is allowed to previously allocated memory (see Fig. 4, items 
410 and 470, etc.) as well as a deallocating memory to free up memory (col. 4, lines 31-33, etc.). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine the memory allocation system of Wagner to the memory allocation system of Allison 
because this provides for efficient use of memory and without requiring a large amount of 
processing time (col. 2, lines 33-36). 

35. ■ As to claim 24, Wagner teaches wherein the number of donor processes is determined 
from the amount of allocated memory requested by the consumer process, each donor process 
donating allocated memory to the consumer process (col. 1, lines 5-44, col. 3, lines 40-51 and 
col. 4, lines 1-7). 
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36. As to claim 41, Wagner teaches a method for allocating memory to a process on a 
computer, the method comprising: 

creating a plurality of processes (creating a multiplicity of processes) (col 1, lines 59-65), 
each process being allocated an amount of memory, the processes including one consumer 
process (request to access resource) (col 3, lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7) and a donor process 
(software routines) (col 1, lines 5-44, col 3, lines 40-51 and col 4, lines 1-7) wherein memory 
allocated to the donor process is accessible to other processes; and 

pooling memory (aggregating) of the processes together for use by the consumer process, 
the number of donor processes determined from the amount of allocated memory requested by 
the consumer process, each donor process donating allocated memory to the consumer process 
(col 1, lines 59-67, claim 11), donating memory further comprising: 

detecting a memory allocation by the donor process (col 1, lines 5-1 5)\ 

37. Wagner is silent on receiving a register command from a memory manager and 
transferring ownership of the allocated memory to the memory manager in response to the 
register command. However, Allison teaches transferring ownership of the allocated memory to 
the memory allocator (memory manager) based on instructions (col 3, lines 19-47). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the memory allocation system of Wagner to the memory allocation system of Allison 
because this provides for efficient allocation of memory and without requiring a large amount of 
processing time (col 2, lines 33-36). 
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38. Claims 33-40 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wagner (US 5,940,868) in view of Allison et ah (hereinafter Allison) (US 6,430,665 Bl), and 
further in view of Reneris et al. (hereinafter Reneris) (US 5,931,903). 

39. As to claims 33-36, Wagner and Allison are silent wherein the donor process transfers 
accessibilty of allocated memory to a driver. However, Reneris teaches transferring between 
processes through a device driver and having a hibernate working memory which serves as 
allocated memory remaining accessible to other processes during hibernation (col 9, lines 15- 
58). The references are combinable because Reneris discloses that its hibernate/awaken function 
would be operable on any computer capable of running an operating system (col 2, lines 44-45). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine the memory allocation system of Wagner to the memory allocation system of Reneris 
because it allows for efficient processing (col 2, lines 5-10 and 35-45, col 9, lines 15-58). 

40. As to claims 37-40, the references are silent that the donor process sleeps after 
transferring ownership. However, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art for a 
process to sleep after it has transferred ownership and it is no longer needed because this would 
improve the efficiency of processing. 
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41 . As to claim 42, Wagner teaches wherein donating memory further comprises detecting a 
memory allocation by the donor process (col. 1, lines 5-15). Reneris teaches receiving a register 
command from a memory manager (col 10, lines 10-18) and transferring ownership of the 
allocated memory to the memory manager in response to the register command, the donor 
process responsive to the memory manager for allocating and deallocating memory accessible to 
a consumer process (col 10, lines 10-18), 

Response to Arguments 

42. Applicant's arguments regarding prior art have been fully considered but are now moot in 
view of the new grounds of rejections. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth Tang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3772. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM, Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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LEWS A. BULLOCK, JR. 
PRIMARY EXAMfNER 



